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. are persuaded by it, or do then defy it, because of "psycho]og1ca1 reactance" a

for threat app11es to pred1ct1ons of- our behav1or? Does it depend on
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Do peop]e éomp]y with a pred1ction of the1r behav1or because they

- (Brehm, 1966)/to its threat of | control? wh1ch of these modeTs persuas1on,

._:-characterTst1cs ‘of . the pred1ct1on such as its accuracy, or 1ts be1ng perso-

nal or 1mpersona1 or on character1st1cs of the pred1ctee such as 1ocus ;' K3

a4

.d'of controi (Rotter, 1966)? Is there an 1nteract1on of these var1ab1es n f

"ldeterm1n1ng whether the person responds }o the pred1ct1on with comp11ance :

A}

'{ or def1ance? what are the 1mp11cat1ons of v1ew1ng pred1ct1ons as e1ther

in this paper/ }f.i f '_',h;;:

persuas1ve or threatenfng? These are some of. the quest1ons.I try~to.answer

Al

If a pred1ct1on s persuas1ve, 1t shou]d be's“m11ar in 1ts ahtecedents ’

and consequedces ;o other persuas1ve commun1cat1ons For examp]e Sherman

(1973) found that on]y eXterna] 1ocus of contr01 subaects comp]y with 1mperso-~ f"

&

-'w1th persona] persuas1on,wh1ch is. a1med on]y at spec1f1c 1nd1v1duaJs fFor

'what I am cah11ng persona1 persuas1on Sherman used counter-att1tud1na1 essays :

'1n forced comp11ance parad1gm, and found that,1nternals took respons1b111ty(
;'for th1s persona] se1f—persuas1ve message, wh1ch persuaded them e1ther through

a process of cogn1t1ve d1ssonance"redUct1on (Fest1nger, 1957) or through self- -

. ~‘.7‘.> CEEI L el S &
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o na] persuashon wh1ch is a1Med at everyone whereas only 1nterna1s\:omp1y ;f S
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e percept1on (Bem, 1967) Therefore, 1f pred1ct}pﬁ§ﬁare persuas1ve, on1y .

' externals shou]d comply w1th 1mpersona1 pred1ct1ons wh1ch are a1med at

~

4\'everyone, whereas on1y 1nternals should—comp]y with persona] pred1ct1ons |

' wh1ch are a1med at spec1f1c 1nd1v1duals (1nc1ud1ng, ut not 11m ed- to,= L ;

tt‘.‘.
L

the self) (See tab1es) o f i' _ ”7 PR o ,f;:flﬁl-

| R
Now, 1f pred1ct1ons are threaten1ng, they shou]d have s1m11ar ante-f

\ L
cedents and consequences as other threats “For example, Cheru1n1k and e

C1tr1n (1974), us1ng the1r knterpre;at1on of 1ocus of contro] and reattahce\

theory, hypothes1zed and found that on]y externa]s showed reactance to im-- T‘

. persona1 threats, wh1ch .are a1med at. everyone, whereas on]y 1nternals showed\
, e
reactance to persona1 threats, wh1ch are a1med at spec1f1c 1nd1v1duals The
")-—
c1a1med th1s was because one shows reactance on1y to threats wh1ch concern -[

« that over wh1ch one be11eves one genera11y has contro] A]though w'Tfsmter-
retat1on of - reactance theory and 1ocus of contro] 1s debatab1§ LG

<« po$s1b111ty that Cheru1n1k and C1tr1n s (1974) resu]ts may ha'

- '," pretest d1ffenences 1n the1r groups we sha11 use the1r f1nd1ng

h;_g__gg_ of threat Therefore, 1f pred1ct1ons are threaten1ng, on]y externa:
defy 1mpersona1 pred1ct1ons wh1ch are a1med at everyone whereas on1y 1t
ternals shou1d defy persona] pred1ct1ons wh1ch aré a1med on]y at speﬁgﬁﬂc )

1nd1v1duals'- (See tab]es) j'v;_ d, tjd;fuff§ ?75-;f‘

B ) 1 wh1ch of these mode]s, persuas1on or threat, app11es to pred1ct1ons?*
R NP ]
. Because these models offer oppos1ng hypotheses 1n terms of the 1nteract1on
PR /

of 1ocus of contro] and 1ocus of pred1ct1on (1 e., persdna] 1mpersona1) on

L el comp11ance or def1ance to predietaons, we/must determ1ne under what COnd1t1ons

BN .

il ;' each mode] 1s app11cab1e or’ at 1east wh1ch produces the dom1nant net effect .
One var1ab1e wh1ch m1ght d1stangu1sh between these two mode]s is the '}-%f°
. accuracy of the pred1ct1on Rozen (1970) found that peop1e comply w1th in- ;'

4' ,‘,- Lgorreet’pred1ct1ons because they are persuaded by them, whereas peop1e defy

Cv .
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correét pred1c€\ons beta‘se they are threatened by them Therefore Sherman S

»

(1973) f1nd}ngs w1th pErsuas1on may apply onTy to 1ncorrectqpred1ct1ons,

,ff ' whereas Cheru1n1k and Citrin's f1nd1ngs w1th threat may apply onTy to correct.e:i';
pred1ct1ons Th1s is cons1stent w1th the fact that Sherman used onTy counter-.?"
att1tud1na1 persuas1ve messages wh1ch are anaTogous to . 1ncorrect pred1ct1ons:‘
whereas Cheru1n1k and C1tr1n threatened only a. proatt1tud1na1 cho1ce, wh1ch _? -8

is anaTagous to a correct pred1ct1on ’,a .t p ;‘ B L f'_

o LR e . : et

Therefore, a three 2-way 1nteract1on of Tocus of controT 10cus of ‘pre-. o
. d1ct1on and accuracy of pred1ct1on was hypgahes1zed such that 1ncorrect

‘ pred1ct1ons shoqu produce the comp11ance onTy of. externaTs to 1mpersona1
LT Wy
" pred1ct1ons and the compT1ance on]y of 1nterna1é;to persona] pred1ct1qps,

"7 : whereas correct pred1ct1ons shou]d produce the def1ance onTy of externaTs | o
- of 1mpersona1 pred1ct1ons and the def1ance‘on1y of 1nternals of personaT | 'Fi"3
e pFEdTGtTOnS\ kSee tabTes) :. “ , _ .\, _ | . .
/lnjorder to test these hypotheses twenty 1nterna1 and twenty externaT TQI
coTTege students, after 1nd1cat1ng preferences w1th1n f1ve pa1rs of 1nkblot
cards, were qnformed of purported pred1ct1ons of the1r ch%nces wh1ch were Ti

e i
e1ther correct or 1ncorrect and e1ther personaT (1 e,, based on~persona11ty
~ tests) or 1mpersona1 (1 e > based on. group norms) Ina thtroT group, ten

\ °
1nterna15 and ten externals 1nd1cated preferences but were not ton of any o

|.:'

pred1ct1ons Then aTT subJects rated the cards ‘one, at a t1me The measure fi
, Qf comp11ance or def1ance was the mean rat1ngs of the pred1cted cards m1nus}
the mean rat1ngs of the unpred1cted cards (See tabTes) o ;‘ |
An anaTys1s of var1ance reveaTed only a two- way 1nteract1on (p < OT)JTi}
. .ff ' ofTT ocus. of controT and Tocus of pred1ct1on, rather than a three way rnter-h»'

s‘f ¥ - act1on and no ma1n effects After coTTaps1ng over the Accuracy of Pred1ct1on

I varlable, pTanned compar1sons supported the foTTow1ng concJe%\ons'. onTy

externa]s compTy w1th‘1mpersona1 pred1ct1ons and defy personaT pred1ct1ons
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twhereas on]y 1nterna1s comp]y w1th persona] pred1ct1ons and def% 1mpersona1
pred1cF1ons (See tab]es) The corre]at1on between 1ocus of,contro] and
B thegrat1ngs was S1gn1f1cant1y pos1éﬁvi (r ifl p < 05) for the 1mpersonat
'f?,Apred1cq§ons, and’rt was s1gn1f1cant1y negat1ve (r =-57, p <, 05) for the

¢

personaé pred1ct1ons . ; s S g

;/ : \WATthough these resu]ts are 1ncdns1stent w1th those of Cheru1n1k and_
P

,"C1tr1n,ithe theoret1ca1 and methodo]og1ca1 weaﬁnesses of the1r study have
4 ) - i

)

b

. .":"

L a]ready been: ment1oned and the resu]ts seem more cons1stent w1th the concepts

St : \ ¥
BT of 1nter?a11ty and externa11ty One may be more threatenéd by eVents USua11y
"'t) ‘ N --’\.. - T K v . ' B
g not under h1s/her gontro] 3 RN R L _
i”” Fuq her research is’ now underway“to genera11ze these f1nd1ngs to "the

3 f se1f—pred1ct1on (Sherman, 1980) and to the effects. of persona11ty

;'.i'n. assessmﬁﬂi feedback These resu]ts may be app11ed to att1tude and behav1or

‘ﬂb'change bhoduced by pred1ct1ons and feedback 1n sett1ngs suth as eXper1ments,
_:ﬁ}‘psychotherapy, pub11c poiling, adVert1s1ng, and educat1on ‘«'
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